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Abstract 
This study sought to expand a study by Kama.no (1960) 
to a normal pop1llation. In that work, Kama.no used 
the D. A.P. in oon.junct"l.on with the Semantic Differ­
ential. He concluded that the Ss ( schizophrenics) 
analyzed their drawings consistent with their own 
self concepts. In the present study the relation 
between �s ratings of the D.A.P. , their self concept, 
and judge� ratine:s of the drawings were sought. It was 
predicted that the �s would rate themselYes and the 
Drawings similarly. This prediction was upheld for 
the Potency f�ctor. There was interjudge reliability 
for this factor, but the prediction that there would 
be a difference between the judgesf and the Ss' ratings 
was not supp9rted. Neither the EValuative or the 
Activity factor gave significant results. 
The Ss were 20 members of ·an introductory 
psychology class. 
The correlations were calculated by using the 
Spearman rank formula which is a rank difference 
statistic. 
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A. Introduction 
One of the most.interesting @'ld c ontroversial of the 
projective tests is the one devised by Karen Machover (1949). 
This is c0mmonly known a.s the D . A . P .  or Draw-A-Person Test. 
Factors or details of drawings are proported to have diag­
nostic significance, Some of these include: heaviness of 
line, continuity er lack of continuity, accentuation 
of various featurt!s (i. e .  large eyes ma�,- be indicative 
of paranoid tendancies) size, movement, omissions, 
clothing and other factors. Her theory holds that the 
figure drawn by a person represents that ind.ividua.l•s 
view of his own body. Machover therefore concludes that 
aspects of the personality are revealed by a consideration 
of the specific details considered in the drawing. 
The great majority of research has not supported the 
specific hypotheses developed by Machover. Validation 
studies have generally proven negative or in�onclusive at 
best. Swensen in his review of the research on the D . A . P. 
(1957) c oncluded that research in the eight years, between 
1949 and 1957 , did little to support MachovP.r's beliefs about , 
either the specific hypotheses she believes appr�priate or, 
the D . A . P .  as a projective technique. A subsequent review by 
Swensen (1968) covering all the research on the D . A . P .  be­
tween the years 1957 and 1966, comes to essentially the 
same conclusion as in the earlier paper. However, as research 
techniques become more sophisticated they lead to increas-
ing evidence that human figure drawings may be useful as diag­
nostic ir.struments. 
Swensen ( 1957�. and Roback (1968) have criticized the 
drawing of human figures as projective technique on the 
basis of existing research findings. However, in spite of the 
conflicting and negative research data, the D,A,P. remains 
one of the most �:dely used of all the �rejective tests. Its 
appeal to the clinician has contradicted the scientific data,. 
"• • •  The D. A . P .  is next to the Rorschach as the test 
clinicians most prefer (Schaeffer, 1963. p, 383) . "  
"Although much research has oerived from theoretical 
orientation, there does not appear to be a congruent relation­
ship between personality theory and clinical inferences based 
upon specific indicies of figure drawings ( ·Arbit, 1959, p. 
325) . "  Arbit, Lakin, Mathis and others feel that clinicians 
do not rely on specific indicies nor refer them to specific 
conflicts. 
The fact that so many studies show negative results may 
only indicate that the difficulty is one of ambiguity 
2 .  
of diagnostic usage which has resulted in research unrelated 
to the more relevant aspects of the drawing. (Guinian & Hurley, 
1965). 
What contributes to the disparity between the use 
by clinicians and the unsupported data may be the result of 
an inappropriate research techriiq�e. The principal problem 
may stem from the unfounded assumption that specific 
aspects of the drawings may be me.aningful, whereas the 
overall gestalt of the drawing is not. This conflict may be 
attalyzed in terms. of a molar vs. molecular interpretation. 
The molecular approach is one that uses specific indicies 
to de+.ermine specific aspects of perso�ality. Machover•s 
approach may be considered molecular in this context. On 
3.  
the other hand, the molar approach does not use specific in­
dicies but encourages interpretations b�sed on the ov�rall 
picture or gestalt of the drawing; i.e. the general impreEsion 
that the clinician gets from the drawing. The molar approach 
is also suggested in those studies thatus� the term "global 
impression." 
B.  Molar vs. Molecular 
Both of these methods have come under scrutiny, and 
both have some limitations. Hamlin ( 1954) obtained neg­
ative results when he used the molecular approach. This 
wasparticularly the case .when the criteria were too simple. 
For examples It is an oversimplification to state that 
all individuals who draw large eyes are paranoid. It would 
be very advantageous for the clinician if the human person­
ality were so easily revealed. Based on the research studies, 
thia is not the case . As Swensen (1957) points out in his re-
4. 
view of the D . A . P .  literature, specific indicies .of human 
figure drawings have been consistently unsupported by research 
findings . 
The central problem in using the molar method of analy­
zing human figure dr�wings is the complexity of communication 
and the subjective nature of the judgments used. This subject­
tivi ty inhibits effective communication of the diagnostic im­
pressions of the drawing. Since specific indicies are not 
used, the clinician may not be able to give the reason� 
for his diagnostic impressions. 
According to Strumpher (1962) "It is cbvious that 
even less commu..�icability ts achieved by a molar approach 
than by Machover's approach .  The former is by definition, un­
formulated, insightful and intuitive • • •  It would appear that 
the material to be judged is so complex that only its most 
prominent aspects can be handled adequately (p. 343 ) . "  
It  is ina�c�rate to concluda that the molar approach 
cannot be used effectively in analyzing human figure drawings. 
In spite of the problems involved with the molar approach, 
some of the most significant studies (Albee, 1.949, 1950; Guinian, 
l965i Strumpher, 1963) have used this particular method. Arbit 
(!959) showed that clinicians analyze human figure 
drawings in universals as opposed to specific categories. 
However, the molar approach becomes even more effective 
when used in conjunction with separate scales or measures 
as in Albee (1950) or Kamano (1960). 
In one study, Albee and Hamlin ( 1 949) investigated the 
question of molar vs, molecular. Machover•s approach to the 
D . A . P. may be considered molecular in that emphasis is placed 
upon interpretations of apecific features, These authors, 
without questioning the efficacy of Machover•s approach, 
attempted to deal with the D . A . P  •• in what they considered to 
5. 
b� a more clinically consistent method. It was their observation 
that "• • •  Many, if not most, clinicians make judgments 
and interpretations of ·patients• drawings with little con­
scious attention to specific, molecular factors of constant 
significancei But rather as a result of global impression, 
of unverbalized comparison of a present drawing with a 
past experience of intuitive or insightful impressions 
(Albee• 1949, p. 389) . "  
As previously indicated, one of
.
the primary problems in 
using a molar approach for the D. A . P .  has been its complexity 
of communication, This problem has been investigatea in 
studies that used a product scale and a partial solution found. 
A product scale may consist of drawings which have been 
arra.T1ged in a graduated scale using some criterion (i. e. 
degree of ·pathology). This scale i;:; us,ed to compare draw-
ings made by others ·usihg. the same criterion. 
In studies by .J-lo� .ahd li:ag"llln.· Cl.949, ·1950) ... . · a··product 
scale consisting of samples of the projective material 
under consideration was first established. Significant cor­
relations were found between outside criteria and judgments 
with the aid of these scales. (Strumpher, 1963 , p, 343) . •  
As Strumpher (1963) refers to these cases, the essential 
difference appeBrs to be the simplification of a molar 
approach. Generally the task was limited to simply match­
ing the D,A . P .  material with illustrative materials of a 
scale. Such judgments appear to be a c ompromise between 
oversimplification and the complexity of a totally molar 
a�proach. 
Thus, the modest success already achieved by using 
product scales with the molar approach suggests this 
method may be useful in establishing the reliability and 
validity of human figure drawing. 
c. Reliability 
The reliability of scores is essential to the use of 
any test. There does, however, seem to be particular 
difficulty in dealing with reliability in relation to pro­
jective test . Granick and Sheflen ( 1958) have stated that the 
reliability of s�oring in effect, is dependent on the relia­
bility of judgments. 
"The problem essentially seems to be the development of 
objective communicable scores which re£lect the integrity 
or gestalt of the performance of the individual tested . 
(Granick, 1958, p. 1J8)." In discussing the problems of 
reliability of a projective test, Granick and Sheflen (1958) 
point out that there have been three traditional approaches 
to reliability. The first of these may be considered in­
terjudge reliability, where the reliability is measured in 
6. 
terms of agreement between judges rating the same data. 
Secondly what may be considered test-retest reliability 
or temporal reliability is based on repeated administration 
over a period of time. This establishes whether there 
is reliability over repeated administration. And thirdly, 
internal reliability must be considered. An example of inter­
n�l consistency is where comparison of two or more par.ts of 
the same test data is made.  
A preliminary approach to reliability is to determine 
whether the technique being used is consistent. The 
question of reliability in dealing with the D.A.P. from 
a molar approach was attempted by James Guinian and John 
Hurley from Michigan State University. They used this 
method because "clinic ians have claimed that the use of the 
D . A . P .  in practice has been to obtain global, personalized,  
impression�. ( Guinian, 1965, p. JOO)." In that study reliabil­
ity was.stability of discrimination over time. For this pur­
pose 20 freshman and sophomores were asked to draw a person 
and then one of the opposite sex. After five weeks they were 
asked to again draw a person and then a member of the oppo­
s ite sex. These were then judged by three Ph . D . s ,  three 
graduate students, and three freshmen. All of the judges 
were able to match the drawings to the same people far be­
yond the chance level. ( p. < . 001 ) .  The authors conclude thats 
"Whereas before the methods of criteria of judgment were 
in question, here the ability to judge was measured . Where­
as specific indicies have been found to be unreliable • • •  
1. 
Here the ability to match drawings done by -the same in­
dividual was found to indicate a high reliability ( Guinia.�, 
1965 , P• 303 ) ." 
Guinian and Hurley ( 1965 ) showed that in using a molar 
approach they are better able to discriminate similar draw­
ings than previous studies which have used the molecular 
approach. This in itself is not a sufficient criteria .for 
establishing credibility for the use of the D . A . P .  as a 
projective technique , but it indicates an important pre­
liminary step in its study. 
"Strumpher (1963) assessed the reliability of six 
standardized methods of judging overall aspects of the 
drawi�gs , and found the following test-retest reliabilities& 
overall drawing quality - .691 adjustment - . 84; sex-
ual differentiation - . 79; maturity - . 85; body image 
disturbance - .74 (Swensen, 1968, p . 2 1 ) . "  The subjects were 
psychotics of varying ages. 
"Starr and Marcuse (1959) assessed the reliability 
of seven aspects of figures , taking into account the base 
rate problem. They had ·t hree groups of college students: 
Group A drew on two separate occasions one month apart 
a. 
with the same examiner, Group B drew on two separate occasions 
one month apart with two different examiners , and Group 
C drew two sets of drawings on the same occasion with the 
same examiner. They found no differences a.T.ong the three 
groups ( Swensen, 1968 , p. 2 1 ) . "  Six of the seven criteria 
were s ignificant to the . 01 level. 
The determination of interjudge reliability is essen­
tial to an evaluation of the D . A . P .  It is of little value 
9 .  
to show that drawings are similar over a period of time if 
judges are unable to determine this to a significant degree. 
Support for the position that judges cannot only be shown t9 
agree, but that they can be trained to discriminate particular 
variables is shown in a study by Cassel (1958) . He reported 
• 
that " • • •  after three training sessions the judgments of 
judges on the presence or absence of signs correlated with 
each other above . 90 .  In the first session the correlations 
averaged only . 33 (Swensen, 1968, p .  21). " 
Strumpher (1963) assessed interjudge correlations . "His 
interrator corr�lations ranged from .79 to . 97 with the mos t 
being above . 90 .  These two studies (Cassel, 1958; Strumpher, 
1963) suggest that with explicit instructions, or some train­
ing, judges can judge figure drawings with satisfactory re­
liability. (Sw€nsen, 1968, p .  21) . "  
In a study by Albee and Hamlin (1949) fifteen judges 
were asked to rank pairs of drawings as to the most adjusted. 
There was no significant difference in intelligence among 
the group of people who drew the pictures . The authors con­
cluded that something other than intelligence was operating 
as a determinant. In terms of rel"iabil"i ty the linear correlation 
between judges was . 995. This value was significant at the 
. Ol level. 
In a subsequent s tudy by Albee and Hamlin (1950) 
interjudge reliability was again considered in conjunction 
with a rating scale. Four juriges were asked to compare 
drawings with the drawings which had been o.btained in the 
previous s tudy. The interjudge reliability was . 89 which 
is significant at the . 01 level of confidence. 
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The range of the the interjudge reliability scores cited 
is betwe?n .79 and .99 . The mean of these scores is . 91. I t  
m�y be concluded that the studies mentioned, based on·· the molar 
approach, would all be considered scientifically reliable. 
D. Validity 
Ona of "the most difficult problems in Jealing with 
human figure drawings, or with projective techniques in gen­
eral, is that they are not good subjects for validity stud­
ies. There are many reasons fer these difficulties. Frequent­
ly the variables employed are too numerous or vague to be 
adequately analyzed. Further, the ambiguous nature of the 
stimuli presented creates difficulties for subsequent inter­
pretation . It has been stated that the tests may reveal more 
about the clinician who interprets them than the subject who 
takes them. 
Although there are problems in validating psychological 
tests, there are some strategies which have been shown to be 
effective • .  In particular, those which have dealt with criterion 
or predictive validity have been the most successful . Some 
of the most conclusive studies of human figure drawings 
have used these approaches . 
Lewinson (1965) correlated the overall quality of 
drawings with several personality and behavioral measures. 
Drawings were obtained from mental patients on admission 
to a hospital and just before discharge . The qualities of 
these drawings were correlated with several personality 
and .behavioral measures. Drawings of good quality were 
positively and significantly correlated with good adjust­
ment following discharge from the hospital and cooperation 
while taking the test. These findings indicate that the 
molar approach has high predictive validity when used to 
make D . A . P .  predictions. 
11 . 
In another study aimed at predictive validity, Kahn 
and Jones (1965! used drawings to predict whether or not 
the individuals tested would be admitted to a psychiatric 
hospital . Their sample consisted of 104 people who applied 
for admission . Judges were asked to rate the drawings using 
.nine molar areas which were related to pathology. Two 
of these, severi�y of illness and impulsivity, were sig­
nificantly related to subsequent admissions to the hos­
pital . These predictions were significant at the . 0001 
level. 
In a study by Albee and Hamlin (1949) validity was 
seen as the rank order correlation between the degree of 
pathology accorded the individuals as determined by their 
case records, and tl1e rank which represented the consensus 
of the fifteen judges.  The rank order correlation was .62 
which is significant at the . 05 level. Thus the molar 
approach to the D. A. P. is helpful in determining the degree 
of personal and social adjustment. 
In their subsequent study (Albee, 1950), the use of a 
criteri6n·scale represented a more objective method for 
dealing with molar concepts. Using the ten drawings from 
. . 
the previous study as a criterion scale, schizophrenics, 
anxiety neurotics, and non-mental patients were compared. 
There was a significant difference between the normal and 
neurotic groups . There was also a significant differen�e 
between the normal and schizophrenic groups. The study did 
not show any significant difference between the neurotic 
and schizophrenic groups . The authors concluded that this 
method of inferring adjustment through agreement with a 
criterion scale shows promise and warra.ilts further in­
vestigation . They believe that the neurotic.. 8.nd ... schi:z­
ophrenic groups were not able to be distinguished because 
the latter group was composed of out-patients, many of whom 
were considered to be in fair remission and holding jobs , 
E. Self-concept 
Arbit, Lakin and Mathis (1959) attempted to discover 
12 
what criteria were used by clinicians in analyzing the D . A . P. 
They constructed a list of twenty six items in bipolar concepts 
which were djvicted a prio�i into universals and specific�. 
"Universals are concerned with such general dimensions as 
applied by the bipolar concepts of health-illness, intelligent-
stupid, or broad behavioral orientations as active-passive. 
Specifics referred to particular defenses, symptoms, fix­
ation points and diagnostic formulations. Of the 26 items 
used five were used significantly mo�e than chance, and 
five were used 3ignificantly less than chance. All of the 
items in the used scale were of the universal type. These 
lJ. 
had been selected a priori by the experimentors. Their belief 
. 
that these represented universal concepts was confirmed by 
the clinicians used in the study. Four out of five of the 
items in the do-not-use category are specifics. This was 
also supported by a subsequent rating of the items by the 
clinicians into universal and specific categories. It is 
particularly rElevant to this.paper that the universals 
primarily referred to areas of self-concept. The following 
table illustrates this point. 
------------------- -- -----
-
Insert table one 
about here 
---------- -- ----------- ---
Before the D . A . P, .can bP. used wit.h any degree of con--· 
fidence, it is crucial to show that it measures certain 
personality characteristics. This may be particularly rel-
evant as it is used to measure the individual's self-con-
cept. If it can be determined that in figure drawing a per­
son reveals the way he sees himself, we may then draw con­
clusions about the specific nature of these revelations. 
Some investigators have attempted to show the D . A . P .  
is valuable as a measure of self-concept. Particular 
attention has been paid to the sex of the first drawn figure. 
The basic hypothesis in these studies is that , if the first 
human figure drawn is the same sex as the subject, then 
that person has a more realistic self image and is better 
a?justed sexually than someone who draws a member of their 
opposite sex first .  Studies have not supported this con­
clusion. Although a significant number of men drew their 
same sex first, this percentage was not as high for women. 
Brown and Tolar (1957), and Fisher (1959) all con­
cluded that "There is no convincing evidence that adeq�acy 
of psychosexual identification or adjustment is reflected 
in the choice of sex in the drawing of human figures . "  In 
Fisher's study 277 male and 230 female neuropsychiatric 
patients and 32 male sexual deviates were examined for 
sex of the first drawn figure, 88% of the subjects drew the 
male figure fi�st, for both sex deviates and neuropsychia­
trios . In the female group, 62% of the subjects drew the 
female figure first .  
Al though the :first drawn se.x approach seemed to have 
little value as a measure of self concept, Kamano (1960) 
tested the hypothesis that human figure drawings do 
r�present the dr·awer 's perception of himself. He used the 
D . A.P. in conjunction with the semantic differential. If the 
hypothesis is valid clinically the human figure drawn by 
the person should be similar in meaning to his own self 
14 . 
perception. That is, there should be a significant seman­
tic similarity (smaller D values) between the rating he 
gives the figure drawing and the rating he accords himself. 
In order to test his hypothesis , Kamano utilized 
15. 
the semantic differential in four different ways. First, he 
instructed the Ss to draw a person of the same sex. Each per­
son was than asked to rate the drawing he had made on the 
• I 
fifteen bipolar scales that Kamano believes relevant to 
the study of self-concept. Included in these scales 
were six representative of the evaluative factor (e.g., 
attractive-repelling, healthy-sick), f'ive for the potency 
:fac1or (e.g. , large-small, hard-soft), and four for the 
activity factor (e. g. , active-passive, tense-relaxed). 
After the �s rated the drawings they were asked to 
rate themselves on the same scale. However, these ratings 
were based on the Ss 'least liked self (LLS)," "ideal self (IS)," 
and "actual self (AS)." 
"For each s, the D values between the figure drawing 
and the concepts IS,AS, and LLS were determined by summing 
the squared differences over the fifteen scales and 
taking the square root of· ·the sums. Rank order correlations 
between the figure drawing and each of the three concepts 
were also determined with results given in table 1 (Kamano, 
1960 , p. 430) . "  This table is listed below as table 2 .  
Insert table two 
about here 
-------------------------
The correlation of .59 as seen in the table is signifi­
cant at the . 01 level. These result� support the hy­
pothesis that human figure drawings do represent the 
drawer's perception of himself. The actual self scale was the 
only one which �orrelated significantly with the analysis 
of the drawings by the Ss. 
One of the limitations in Kamano•s study is related 
to the subjects used. All of the Ss in his study were 
ciassified as schizophrenic, all of them were hospitalized, 
and all of them were female. Despite the select population 
used in Kamano's study, it seems logical that his approach 
will lead to similar results when applied to a more normal 
population. This, however, is an assumption that cannot 
be accepted until additional res�arch data is obtained. 
In summary it appears that the D.A.P. has considerable 
potential as a projective technique. However, at present the 
few research studies fail to provide adequate evidence for 
the validity of the D.A.P. as a measure of personality. 
The molar approach to drawing analysis may be the most 
plausible method for its eventual validation. When the molar 
approach has been used, the most consistent results have 
been obtained; particularly for interjudge reliability. 
Whatever the �riteria used by the individual clinician, 
there is a high degree of interjudge reliability when they 
use the molar approach. This approach has enabled judges 
16. 
to differentiate between pairs of drawings. Further clinicians 
have determined degree of pathology; or made accurate predictions 
about future hospitalization. 
Another approach which includes a greater specification 
of the molar concept uses a separate scale .  This scale is 
used to compare drawings with those that have been previously 
ranked. This method has the advantage of being able to 
differentiate the degree of p�thology involved. However, 
t�ese methods have not show that they may be discrimi�atory 
for particular types of pathology. 
F .  Statement of the Problem 
The most logical step in assessin� the D . A . P .  as a pro-
. .. 
j"ec .tiv� . . technique is to · consider how the clinician:. is · 
able to discriminate, or be consistent with, what the subject 
believes to be semantic interpretat.ions of his actual self. 
To the extent that theclinician is able to do this, through 
human figure drawings, it may be considered that he is 
aware of reveal.ed characteristics of the individuals person-
ality as related to self-c oncept. 
The most relevant study to date would seem to be 
the one done by Kamano (1960) . He was able to specify, what 
may l?e, a revealed characteristic of the individual in 
. 
using the D . A.P • •  His study supported the idea that the 
individual .considers the drawing to be more consistent with 
his actual self-concept than his least liked self, or ideal 
self. This represents an important breakthrough. By using 
the semantic differential, as Kamano did in his study, we 
.17 
may conclude that some aspect of self-concept is being revealed. 
The specific problem is to test how well the inter­
pr�tor of the human figure drawing is able to agree 
or · disagree with the person•s own conception of himself . 
18. 
Kamano also stated that "••• while the hypothesis was suppor­
ted, the extent to which such relationship could be accurate­
ly discerned by clinical observers remains unspecified . (Kamano, 
1?60, p .  430) . "  
Although Kamano used a limited population•there seems 
little to indicate that the special nature of the population 
(schizophrenics) was an ·extraneo·us variable. It appears that 
this me.thod of investigation human figure drawir:gs may be 
generalized to a normal population. This may be a useful 
method for developing an approach to drawing analysis which 
accurately reveals self-concept. 
It may be useful t� compare the diagnostic impressions 
of clinicians, using human figure drawings, with individuals• 
self evaluations . Based on Kamano•s s tuay (1960), i�dividuals 
tend to analyze their hu�an figure drawings in a way that 
is consistent with their own self concepts . It  is a 
logical consequence of this hypothesis that judges who rate 
these drawings in the.same manner will either agree or 
disagree about these self ratings . 
Judges impressions may correlat·e with individuals• self 
ratings . It  may be concluded that they are determining, . 
through use of the D . A . P . ,  revealed aspects of the individuals• 
selve s .  However, judges may not agree with the individual•s 
self rating as indicated by his semantic differential . It 
would then be logical to conclude that some other areas 
of the personality, possibly non-revealed_ characteristics, 
were being evaluated by the judges. A study by J .  Siddiqi 
(1969) may indicate which of these results will occur. In 
that study 10 �rtists, 50 art experts, and 82 laymen 
judged 25 pictures. The artists only judged their own. 
One of the methods used for evaluation was the semantic 
differential. There was high interjudge reliability but there 
was no significant correlation between the artists and 
the judges on thP. semantic differential. "The judgments of 
the artist about his own painting show no consistent corre­
lation with either the expert or the laymen (Siddiqi, 1969, 
p. 517)." 
The semantic differential was not used in relation 
to a projective technique in the abovementioned study. 
However there would appear to be a close association between 
paintings by artists, how they are interpreted, and huma.i� 
figure drawings. They are both, in a real sense, creative 
expressions of the individual. 
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Long before people used the D . A . P .  as a projective 
technique, people sought to relate artistic expression to the 
artist•s personality. Of particular significance in Siddiqi•s 
study (1969) was the high interjudge reliability in evalu­
ating the paintings. This indicates that independeht observers 
are able to agree upon evaluations of ·arti�tic expression 
when placed on a semantic scale. And yet these correlations 
are not in accord with the artists• own semantic interpretations 
of their work. 
G.  Hypotheses 
Human figure drawings may be useful in measurin� per­
sonality character�stics. Based on previous studies ,  the 
most advantageous method for evaluating the utility of 
figure drawings appears to be a combination of the molar 
approach in conjunction with another test measure. 
The semantic differential has been shown in several in-
stances to significantly distinguish between different 
aspects of creative expression. Based upon the results 
of these studies, and the relevant research, the following 
hypotheses have bean deriveda 
(1) Null Hypothesis- There will be no significant 
correlation between a normal population's self ratings and 
. 
ratings of each person•s human figure drawings as determined 
by the Semantic Dlfferential. 
( 2 )  Null Hypothesis- There will be no difference in·corre­
lation· between the�self ratings ·and the judgments of rators 
using the Semf'.ntic Differential to r�:t;e Ss • drawings. 
( 3) Null Hypothesis-· There will be no difference in .. corre­
lation···between�·the· Sa'. rating�- of· their··drawings"·and :th�-..judg-
ments of independent rators using the s�mantic Differential 
to rate these drawi�gs. 
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Method 
A, Subjects 
The subject� were chosen at random from an introductory 
psychology course at Eastern Illinois University. The 
subjects were chosen in this way to gain the following 
advantagesa A.normal college population, a limited age range, 
an acceptable minimum level of intelligence, and ease of 
. 
conducting a group administrati�n of the materials, 
A sample of college students were chosen to establish 
the general applicability of this a�proach to analysis of 
human figure drawings, Although it might have been pre� 
ferable to use a sample from the general population, there 
were distinct advantages in using college students, It 
was important that the subjects have a sufficient understand­
ing of the instructions and the materials presented, This 
was necessary to insure that they would complete the tasks 
as directed, In addition this limited the possibil�ty.of 
intelligence bei�g an e�traneous variable. The selection 
of college students also limited the possibility of age 
differentiation being an unknown variable, 
A review 0£ the research by Swensen (1968) showed 
that significant results were not obtainable using the 
molar approach to human figure drawings when applied to 
young children, Finally there availability in a group 
setting facillitated the use of a group administration. 
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B. Judges 
Three judges were used to rate the drawings of 
each person using the fifteen bipolar scales of the Sdmantic 
Differential. Thes judges all had attained at least their 
masters degree in psychology and had had a year or more of 
practical experience in using the D . A . P • •  
It is the author's opinion that some prior knowledge 
of the D . A . P .  was helpful in an analysis of the drawings. 
Though this may not have been essential to the subsequent 
agreement by the judges . Some studies as Siddiqi (1960) and 
Arbit (1959) have shown that the degree or level of sophis­
tication in relation to the D . A . P .  is not an essential 
determinant for significant results . The concern, for this 
paper was to determine how well psychologists were able to 
discriminate personality characteristics using the Semantic 
Differential in analyzing the D . A . P  • •  
c. Tests 
The tests used included the D . A. P . , and the Semantic 
Differential:. The D . A . P .  is Machover's technique for approach­
ing human figure drawing as a measure of personality . 
The test is easily administered . The principal require-
ment is that the individual , having been given a blanK Bi 
by 11 piece of paper, simply draw a person. The theory_ 
behind this approach is that some aspect of the individual's 
personality or his characteristics are revealed in draw-
ing a human figure. This is the essential rational of using 
the D . A . P .  as a projective technique. 
The semantic differential test· as developed by Osgood 
and his associates at the University of Illinois, is 
considered a measurement of meaning. It uses carefully 
selected adjectives or nouns which are felt to be polar 
or opposite. Words such as good and bad have been shown 
to have a very high opposite meaning. This indicates there 
if! very little cha.,,.ce of attributing these two words to, 
the sa�e thing in the same way. Numerous statistical 
analyses have been run on all the pairs to show their 
degree of antithesis of meaning. 
The actual selection of the words used in this par­
ticular sample of the semantic differential are those 
taken from Kamamo•s study (1960). He believed these pairs 
relevant to an analysis of self concept. His study had 
significant results _using these words. It is logical to 
use these same pairs in an extension of that study. 
A sample of the semantic differential which was used 
in this study is shown below in figure 11 
-��----�-------------� 
Insert figure one 
about here 
D .  Procedure 
The subjects were all in. the general classroom situation, 
without prior knowlege of a test administration. The test­
·ing. materials wer.e brought into the room and the people 
were all asked to paricipate in a psychology experiment. 
Final knowledge of the purpose of the experiment was 
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given to them upon completion of all aspects of the 
test. The instructions were printed on the materials 
presented, but they were also read orally. Care was taken 
to see that each individual had understood the instruc-
tions. 
· The same subjects were first asked to draw a person 
of the same sex. This is a commonly used modification of 
the instruction to 11draw a person" as used. in Kamano•s study 
(1960) . They were told in advance that they would have 
fifteen minutes to complete the drawings. ·1tny questions 
raised by the subjects such as "Whether this is a test of 
artistic ability'? .. were ·met with such statements as "·No, 
you are simply ·being· asked to draw a person." All other 
questions related to purpose were answered with.· a _similar 
statement. This was the only specific type of answer given. 
The following are the specific instruction that were usedc 
Today instead of participating in your usual 
classroom situation, 1 am going to ask you to 
take part in a psychology experiment. I am go­
ing to give you a blank piece of paper. When 
I tell you to begin, please draw a person of your 
your own sex. This is not a test of artistic ability. 
You may erase if you wish. This will not be 
graded. If there are no questions, please begin. 
You will have fifteen minutes to complete 
this part of the experiment. When you have finished, 
please remain quiet and wait for further instruct­
tions. 
. 
· upon completion .of the time limit, the Ss were 
asked to rate their drawing according to the fifteen bi­
polar scales on the Semantic Differential. This was 
given to the subjects after they had completed the 
drawings so there ·was-. be no confounding of the test 
variables. The instructions given to the subjects relating 
to the semantic differential were as fpllows1 
You have just completed the drawing of a person 
as requested. I would now like you to rate the 
person you have drawn. This does not mean that 
_you are to rate your own artistic effort, but 
you are to rate the drawing according to how 
you feel that person would be if it were a living 
individual. In other words you are to describe 
what his or her personality w�uld be like. This 
rating will be done by the semantic differential 
which I an now going to give you. 
You will note on the semantic differential 
there is a l ist of fifteen pairs of words. Each 
of these pai rs is separated by seven �pac�s. All 
of the pai�s are felt to be opposites. In P.val­
uating the drawings you have made, would you please 
please put a check in the space which most cl�sely 
approximates the relation between these words and 
tha figure you have drawn . For exampl � :  If you had a 
pair of words such as cruel and kind, and you felt 
that the nerson drawn was a cruel individual, then 
you would-check one of the spaces closest to the 
word cruel. If you felt the person was extremely 
cruel you might wish to check the o ne closest. If 
you felt neither of these were reflected in the 
.drawing you would check the middle space. 
If there a.re no further questions please begin. 
You wlll have fifteen !Tlinutes to complete this part. 
There were tWo� sep�ate:. ·admin:Is:tratioris·· to �CCii1oo!."-:­
ple te . the exp�riment . The second ad.ministration occ� 
urred on the following week. Tl'lere was a necessi ty for the 
two separate administrations. There is a similarity 
in the· type of analysis being made b�tween that of the 
drawing and the self-analysis. If the two are ad'ministe.r�d­
consecuti vely there may be confounding of the variables. 
m·ra.dd:i-ti<;?n. .the Ss·. were. ask.ed to ra1;e. Pablo Pica.Sso after 
th&.�::rirst ·adminisrtration· t'o :further.- prevent · the· . poss·i btli ty 
of carry over. 
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On the following administration, the subjects were 
asked to rate themselves using the same scale of the 
Semantic Differential. The instructions were as follows a 
The other day . we completed an analysis of drawings 
you had made using the Semantic D ifferential. 
Todav I would like you to use this scale i n  another 
way·. Will you please take the scale and ar.alyze 
yourself. In other words, please evaluate your 
personali ty as you feel i t  really is. No names are 
being used so your self evaluation will remain 
completely anonymous. 
E. Materials 
Tl� materials given to the subjects consisted of 
an st by 11 piece of paper, a #2 pencil with an erasure, 
and two copies of the Semantic Differential. 
F. Judges ratings 
The completed drawings were submitted to the 
three psychologists. T hey were rated using the same scale 
as the subjects used for their analysis of the drawings 
and the self reports. Correlations between ratings were 
computed to determine the degree of i nterjudge reliability. 
The j udges s�ores were averaged for the factor ·on· which ,:they 
all correlat�d · sigliificantly. 
G .  Analysis 
The type of statistics used consisted of rank difference 
correlations which WP.re subsequently co·rwP.rted into t scores 
to deter"\lne whether they were sigl"i ficant at the snecified 
level of probabil i ty. The level of probability sou�ht 
was . 0 5 .  C orrelations were �1n for each of the f��tors 
on the semantic different ial. T h � s. e were the notency, 
evaluati vo, and act i.. vi. ty f a�tors. 
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RESULTS 
Only thefirst null hypothesis for the potency factor 
was rejected . Correlations were signific��t between �s· ratings 
of their drawings and the ratings of their self concepts . 
Interjudg� reliability was also satisfactOI"J. Judge�· r�tings 
were averaged and then compared to the S� ratings. Corre­
l�tions were significant between the judges' ratings and 
both the ratings of the Ss.  This resulted in not being 
able to reject the null hypothesis for the potency fact�r. 
None of the three null hypotheses could be rej ected 
for the evaluative or activity factors. In neither case 
did the Ss ratings of their self concepts and the ratings 
of their drawings correlate s ignifican.tly with each other. 
In additi�n , interjudge reliability was not satisfactory 
for either the evaluative or potency factor. 
Analysis of the potency factor on the Semantic Differ-
en� ial led to the following results 1 The correlation was 
significant between the Ss' ratings of the drawings and 
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their ratings of self concepts . A Spearman rank difference 
analysis of this relationship resulted in a Rho of . •  88 ( p .< . 01 ) .  
All of the interjudge correlations were signi�icant . The co�re­
lation between judges 1 and 2 was . 74 ( p.< . 01 ) , between 
judges 1 and 3 it was . 66 ( p .< . 01 ) , between judges 2 arid 
3 it was . 69 ( p.< . Ol ) .  
The averaged scores of the judges were compared to 
the Ss' analyses of the drawings . In disagreement with the 
precicted o�tcome , this correlation was significant . 
The correlation was . 55 ( p . < . Ol ) .  The relationship between 
the judges • ratings and the S s •  ratings of their own self 
concept was also not in .accord with the predicted out­
come s .  The correlation was . 57 ( p . < . O l )  • 
. On the Evaluative factor the correlations were 
positive but not s ignificant. The correlation between Ss' 
rati�gs of the drawings and their self ratings was .41.  
B�tween jud�es 1 and 2 the correlation was .49, betw�en 
judges 1 and 3 i t  w�� . �2 .  and the corr�l�tion betwP.en 
judges 2 �"d 3 wa� . J4 .  Bec�use the correlations betwe�n 
judges were not s i�ificant , no furtheT" cot'rel�tion� were 
calculated for �he e,''ll 11ati ve factor. 
On the Acti1rity fac+.or the corr�lation betwP.en the 
Ss ;t ra+.ings of the drawtn�s and thel.r self c-oncepts was 
positive bu� not significa�t.  The correlation re. tween these 
two ratings was . 38 ( p.> . 05 ) . Correlations b�twP.en the pairs 
of judges • ratings werft not significant . On the Activity 
factor judges l and 2 had a correlation of . 2 0 ,  judges 
1 and J did correlate significantly at . 61, judges 2 and 3 
correlated with . 11 .  The correlation between one �air of 
judges was s ignificant. It was necessary, however ,  that 
all the pairs correlate in order to average these for 
further analysis . Since interjudge reliability was not 
sati�factory in thi� cas e ,  no further analyses were 
made on the Activity factor. 
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DISCUSSION 
A. Variation in results 
The results indicate that, only the first null hy­
pothesis for the Potency factor could be rejected. The null 
hypotheis stated that them would not be s ignificant agreement 
between individuals • ratings of their own drawings and 
t�e ratings of their self concep�s . This , however , did occur 
for the Potency factor. The . 88 correlation was even higher 
than had been anticipated. Secondly , the judges agreed in 
their ratings of the drawings . This had been expected. 
However, the judges also correlated with the ss• ratings 
of the drawings and the ratings of themselves. This had 
not been predicted. Before considerir.g wnat this means 
in using the D . A . P .  as a projective technique, the dis­
parity between the results. obtained for the Potency factor 
and those of the Evaluative and Activity factors. must 
be analyzed. 
. . 
There are two possible explanations for the disparities 
in the results. Both of these involve the use of the se- · 
mantic oifferential technique as a measuring scal e .  The 
Semantic Differential has been used effectively in a variety 
of ways , however, its use for any particular purpose 
requires special attention and consideration. The polarity 
of meaning for the words used on the Semantic Differential has 
been statistically determined. The words us�d all have a 
high degree of polarity or discriminative value.  That i s ,  
they are generally considered by people to be opposite in 
meaning. An example of polarity would be a pair of words 
such as good and bad s they are semantically opposite.  
Although they have a high polarity, this does not assure 
that their use will be equally meaningful in every situation. 
They may not clearly apply when used in a given situation. 
It may be meaningful for people ix> use the words high and 
low in referring to the spirits of an individual, or the 
• 
height of a building. But it may be difficult for judges , as 
it w� in this case, to distinguish between the words 
high and low � they relate to a drawing. Do the words 
relate to the position of the drawing on the paper, the 
apparent mood of the person drawn , or the size of the person? 
It is the ambiguity of meaning, in this particular context , ·  
that may have created problems in the interpretation. 
This may have caused the disparity between the high corre­
lations for the Potency factor and the insignificant 
correlations for the Evaluative and Activity factors . 
A second possibility for the varience may lie in 
the time factor. The separate administrations were a 
necessary part of the test to avoid carry over.  This may have 
resulted in some attitude change due to time. It may be 
that individuals are more consistent in their ratings 
about aspects related to their potency than they are to 
those of activity or evaluation. On a given day , a person 
may regard himself, in some ways , in a better or worse light . 
than he did previously. In order for the test results to be 
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significant, the Semantic Di�fer6ntial had to consider 
a.spects of the individual • s self concept that remained 
fairly c onsistent over time. This was necessitated by the 
separate administration between the analyses of the draw­
ings and the ratings of the self concepts. Potency factors 
such as strong - weak, or masculire - feminine, may remain 
more c onstant as measures of self concept than words such as 
hot - cold, or tense - relaxed, 
- - · E ither of these problems inherent in using the Seman­
tic Differential, or both, may have contributed to the 
variations in results for the different factors. Further 
use of the Semantic Differential as a discriminative scale 
for the D , A , P ,  will necessitate more rer�arch into the 
appropriateness of each factor and the pairs of words used 
in each of those factors. It appears justifiable to conclude 
that the ?otency factor will be useful in this context, 
The Evaluative and Activity factors may also be valuable,  
This may depend on the words used for each, Their powers 
to discriminate for drawings, and their effectiveness over 
time, will be important. Their value c annot be determined at 
this time .. and this determination will depend on further 
research, 
B. Limitations 
Several of the factors which enabled the study to 
be - conducted with the maximum degree of effic iency and 
simplicity contributed to the limitations regarding gen 
eralization. Because of their easy access for group test-
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ing purposes,  a college class was used as the sample population 
The class used was an introductory psychology class which 
is required to be taken by all undergraduate students . 
This guaranteed a fairly good cross section of the student 
population. In addition, it could be fairly sssumed that 
these subjects were relatively naive about testing in 
general and the purposes of the administration of ��e 
human figure drawings in . particular. 
Although the students chosen could be c0nsidered a 
norll'lal college population, this does not permit the 
conclusion that they are also representitive of the pop­
ulation at large . In fact, in some ways , � this .is  c�finitely 
not the cas e ,  One of the advantages i n  usi�g a college 
population wa.s their h1gh·er · th� average level of intell­
igence .  ThP, ability to discriminate meaningfully betwPen 
the worrts on .the semantic scale should be v��y useful 
in establishing the dP.e;ree of relationshi� betwe�n their 
analyses of their �wn drawings , and that of th�ir � elf 
concepts . 
The Potency scale showed these assumptions to be 
accurate . However, the reaction of the �eneral population 
still remains to be determined. In l ight of Kam.ano • s  
study with schi�ophrenics ,  and this study which dealt with 
a college population, it seems reasonable that the hypoth­
esis would be supported for the population at large. 
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c. Implications 
One .of the most important underliyiag assumptions 
of not only the D .A . P. , but projective techniques in general 
is the idea that , through testing, aspects of the individual • s  
personality will be revealed which would have remained un­
disclosed. If this assumption is applied to the D , A , P. 
one may say it proports to reveal undisclosed aspects 
of the individual • s  personality. The extent to which 
clinicians are able to become aware of the undisclosed 
aspects of persnnality through the study of human figure 
drawings is the principal task of research on the D . A . P  • •  In 
that light the imlications of this study must be considered! 
particularly as they pertain to the Potency factor. 
It was predicted that people would analyze their 
drawings in much the same way as they would rate their own 
self concepts . The prediction was shown to be true for 
thd population tested, The high correlation warranted a 
rejection of the null hypothesis that there would be no 
agreement . this result supports Kamano • s  study which 
hypothesized that their would be significant correlations 
' 
between the two .  
In this study it was also demonstrated that, for 
at least the Potency factor, interjudge reliability 
existed. The important question to consider presently concerns 
the relationship between the judges opinions about the 
drawings and those of the �s. If they had been shown to 
be significantly different . speculation might have been 
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raised as to the meaning for the D . A . P .  as a projective 
techniqu e ,  The results might have suggested that human 
figure drawings actually do reflect some undisclosed 
aspects of the individual ' s  personality. It may have been 
hypothesized that the differences in agreement were due 
to the differences i n  the levels of consciousness that 
were being analyzed, 
This study did not support that predicted outcome, 
There was , i n  fact, a significant correlation between 
the judges• �tings and those of the SS' rat5. ngs . of their own 
drawings , The implication may be that the D . A . P .  should 
not be used only as a projective technique, The agreement 
would tend to support the hypothesis that the D . A . P ,  is 
not actually revealing unconscious material, It may 
berused'. as· a· conscious level test in much the same way ·that 
self report inventories are used. If the mere significance 
of the correlations are taken into consideration than this 
may be the only reasonable conclusion. 
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There may be , However, some possible support for the use 
of the D , A , P .  as a projective technique implied in the 
resultsa although, they are not currently susceptable to 
s tatistical inference. Although the judges' and the ssc ratings 
correlated significantly, they did not do so to a very 
high degree. The correlation of , 55, although significant , 
does leave room for specualtion. Why was this correlation 
considerably lower than the correlation between the ratings 
of the · ss• self concepts and their own drawings? Analyses of 
the judges drawings and the ratings of the Ss may require more 
more sensitive measures to interpret the full meaning. 
This study may have provided a possiple approach to that 
eventual determination. 
Heretofore there has been much criticism of the 
D. A. P .  because its judgmental consistency could not be 
demonstrated. Evaluatiors of human figure drawings were 
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o�ten, and still are, based on rather esoteric considerations 
and untested hypotheses. This has led to inconsistent opinions 
and numerous discrepencies. This has been especially true 
when a molecular approach was used . 
As stated earlier , there has been some success in 
using a molar approach at least in getting agreement or 
interjudge reliability. I believe thi3 study has taken 
the research one step farther in using the molar approach 
to human figure drawing with a specific scale. It has now 
been shown that members of a normal population rate their 
drawings as they rate themselves, at least for the Potency 
factor. Secondly, by using the semantic scale, which evaluates 
molar concepts, there is a high degree of interjudge 
reliability. Thirdly• for some as yet unspecified reason, 
these judges as a group agree with the o�inions of the 
individual ' s  who drew the pictures. Thuq additional research 
in this area is clearly indicated. 
o. Application� for. further research 
I t  has been demonstrated in this study that semantic 
analyses may be used meaningfully in evaluating molar • 
aspects of human figure drawings. I t  will now be relevant 
to determine the extent to which this approach will support 
the validity of the D . A . P .  test as a projective technique. 
A prelimina�y approach will require an evaluation of the 
non-significant factors of Evaluation and Activity that 
were used in this study. Further research is necessary 
on these factors to determine whether other words may be mpre 
appropriate as they relate to human figure drawings . It 
may be shown that only the potency factor is sufficiently 
• 
consistent and discriminative over time to be useful in 
analysis. 
The use of projective techniques has practical 
implications, hot the least of which is its predictive 
valioity. Once the use of the s emantic scale has been 
shown to be con� istent in analyzing drawings, regardleze 
36.  
of the populations concerned ,  it will then be cruci�l to deter­
mine how well these analyses are able to be used in 
diagnos is. When the D . A . P .  has been shown to si�ifica.ntlv 
aid in dia�osj s and prP.di ction then its use as a successful 
projective tool will be established. 
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TABLE I 
A list of five items clinicians employ in evaluating 
human figure drawings as well as five items they do not use 
with probability levels and classification (universal- specific ) 
SCALE OF ITEMS USED p CLASS SCALE OF ITEMS NOT USED p CLASS 
Self-concept : Clinical alcholic. : 
grandiose-self severe-not present . 01 s 
depreciating ' . 01 u 
. Hypochondriacal i 
Psychosexually in- severe-not present .01  s 
tegrated- not p . s . i. . o4 u 
Intellectualizes- does 
Integrated-dis in- not intellectualize . 01 s 
tigrated 
• 07 u 
Hostile-friendly . 10 u 
Overly demanding-
Not demanding . 01 s 
Self-confidence s  Introvert-extravert . Q4 u 
High-low .18  . .  u 
TABLE II  
Table I I .  Mean D-Scores ( Upper Values ) and C orrelations 
(Lower Values ) Between Figure Drawing and IS , AS , and LLS . 
IS AS LLS 
9 . 6) 8 . 68 11. 04 
Figure Dr:.':.-:ing 
• 
35 . 59* . )6 
*Significant at the . 01 level 
Drawing 
ScQ:r;::� 
33 
32 
JO 
2 9 . 
27 
2 5  
25 
24 
2 3  
22 
21 
19 . 
19 
19 
is · 
18 
16 
16 
14 
14 · 
CORRELATION. EOR POTENCY 
ANALYSIS OF DRAWING AND SELF CONCEPT 
R 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
Self 
Score 
. .  - . 
34 
28 
28 
31 
26 
24 
2 5 
24 
is 
17 
17 
20 
l'l 
2.5 
18 
18 
20 
20 
14 
14 
r = 
R D 
l 0 
--
.
. . . 
3 . 5  1 . 5  
3 . 5  . 5  
2 2 
5 0 
8 . 5  2 . 5  
6 . 5  . 5  
8 . 5  . 5  
i4 5 
l? 5 
17 4 
11 l 
17 2 
6 . 5  6 
14 - 0 
l!I: 0 
11 4 
11 4 
19. 00 
20 1 
. 88 t_ = 7 . 4  
iii 
D2 
0 
2 . 25 
. 25 
4 
0 
6 . 2 5  
. 2 5  
. 25 
2 5  
25 
16 
l 
4 
36 
0 
0 
16 
16 
0 
1 
153 . 2 .5  
INTERJUDGE CORRELATION FOR POTENCY 
JUDGES l AND 2 
Judge 1 R Judge 2 R D 02 
31 1 30 1 l l 
29  2 27 2 . 5  . 5  . 2 5  
28 3 27 2 . 5  . 5  . 25 
. 2 6  4 26 4 . 5  . 5  ·� 25 
21 5 20 11 6 36 
21 6 25 6 . 5  . 5  . 2 5  
21 7 24 8 . 5  1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
19 8 25 6 , 5  1 , 5  2 , 25 
19 9 24 8 . 5  . 5  . 2 5  
17 10 21 10 0 0 
17 11 17 15 4 16 
17 12 16 17 . 5  5 . 5  39. 25 
16 1 3  18 13. 5 , 5 . 2 5  
16 14 16 7 . 5. J . �  12 . 25 
15 15 16 17 . 5  2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
14 16 18 3 , 5  2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
1 3  17 16 17 . 5  • 5 . 25 . 
13 18 26 4 . 5  1 3 . 5  182 . 2 5  
12 19 19 12 q 49 
11 2 0  14 20 0 0 
345 
r = . 74 t := 4 . 6  
Judge l R 
31 l 
2 9  2 
28  3 
26 4 
21 5 
21 6 
2 1  7 
19 8 
19 9 
17 10 
17 11 
17 12 
16 13 
16 14 
13 17 
1 3  1 8  
12 19 
11 20 
INTERJUDGE CORRELATION FOR POTENCY 
JUDGES l AND � 
Jude:e 2 R D 0
2 
27 0 0 
2 5  2 . 5  . 5  . 25 
22 6 . 5  3. -5 12 , 25 
2 3  4. 5 . 5  . 2 5  
19 13 8 64 
2 5  2 . 5  3 . 5  12 . 2 5  
19 13 6 36 
20 10 2 .  4 
23  4 . 5  4 . 5  2 0 . 25 
18 6 . 5  6 . 5  42 . 25 
19 13 24 4 
21 8 . 5  3 . 5  12 . 2 5  
16 18 5 . 0  2 5  
19 13 3 9 
15 19 l l 
21  8 . 5  9 . 5  90 , 25 
18 16. 5  2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
14 20 1 l 
)88 
r = . 69 t = 3,  9 
Judge 2 
30 
27 
26 
26 
26 
25 
25 
24 
24' 
21 
20 
19 
18 
18 
17 
16 
16 
16 
16 
14 
IN'l'ERJUDGE CORRELATION FOR PO't'ENCY 
JUDGES 2 AND J 
R Judge 2 R D D2 
l 27 l 0 0 
2 25 2 . 5  . 5  . 2 5  
4 21 8 . 5  4 . 5  2 0 . 25 
4 22 6 . 5  2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
4 23  4 . 5  . 5  . 25 
7 . 5  25 2 . 5  5 25 
7 . 5  19 13 5 . 5  30 .25  
9. 5 20 10 . 5  . 2 5  
9 . 5  23 4 . 5  5 25 
11 18 6. 5 5 . 5  30 . 2 5  
12 19 13 , l .L. 
13 18 r6. 5  3 . 5 12 . 25 
14. 5 19 13 1 . 5 2 . 2 5  
J.4. 5  16 181 J . 5  12 . 25 
16 19 13  3 9 
18. 5  21 8 . 5  10 100 
18. 5 19 13 5 . 5  30. 2 5  
18. 5 22. 6 . 5  . 12 144 
18. 5 15 19 . 5  . 25 
20 14 20 0 0 
449 
r = . 66 t = J . 8  
CORRELATION FOR POTENCY 
JUDGES AND Ss ANLYSES OF DRAWINGS 
Ss' Judges• 
02 Analysis R Analysis R D 
33 l 25. 3 3 2 4 
32 2 27 2 0 0 
30 3 2 3 . 6  ;· . 2 4 
. 29 4 29. 3 1 3 9 
27 5 i3 20 15 225 
25 6 , 5  20 9. 5 3 9 
2.5 6 . 5  21 , 3  7 . 5  1 1 
24 8 22 6 2 4 
23  9 16, 3 19 10 100 
22 10 18.6 11. 5 1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
21 11 ' ·  25 7 49 "+ 
19 13 18.6 11 . 5  1 . 5  2 , 25 
19 13  18 13 0 0 
19 13 21. 3  7 . 5  5 . 5  30. 25 
. 18 15. 5 16 , 6  17 1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
18 15. 5 . 7  15. 5 0 0 
16 17 . 5  15. 5 17 2 4 
16 17 . 5  14. 6  20 2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
14 19. 5  20 9. 5 10 100 
14 19. 5 17 . 6  14 5 , 5  �0 . 22 
578. 25 
r = . 55 t = 2 . 7  
CORRELATION FOR POTENCY 
JUDGES AND Ss ANALYSES OF SELF CONCEPTS 
ss• Judges' 
D2 Anal;ysis R Analysis R D 
J4 1 25. 3  3 ·· . 2 4 
31 2 29. 3 l . l 1 
28 3 . 5  27 2 1 . 5  2 . 2 5 
28 3 . 5  23. 6 5 1 . 5  2 . 2 .5  
Z6 5 13  20 15 225 
2 5 6 . 5  21. 3  7 . 5  l 1 
25 6 
• .5 21. 3  7 . 5  1 l 
24 8 . 5  20 9 . 5  l 1 
24 8 . 5  22 6 2 . 5  6. 25 
20 11 18 13  � 4 
20 11 17 15.5  4 . 5  20 . 25 
20 11 14. 6  20 9 81 
1 8  14 16. 3 13  1 l 
18 14 17 15. 5 1 . 5 2 . 2 5 
18 14 17 16.6 3 9 
17 17 18 6 . . 11 . 5  5�.5 30 . 25 
14 19 20 9 ,5  10 100 
1 3  20 17 . 6  14 6 J6 
566 . 7 5 
r e . 57. t = 2 . 9  
CORRELATION FOR EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS OF DRAWING AND SELF CONCEPT 
Drawing Self 
D2 . Score R Score R D 
24 1 . 5  30 1 . 5  . 2 5  
24 1 . 5  17 10 . 5  9 81 
2 3  3 15 16 . 5  1 3 . 5  182 . 25 
22 4 28 2 2 4 
21 5 16 13. 5 8 . 5  72 . 2 5  
20 6 17 10 . 5  4. 5 20.25 
19 7 23  3 4 16 
- ' . 
1 8  8 15 16. 5  8. 5 7 ? . 25 
16 10. 5 22 4 6 . 5  42 . 25 
16 10. 5 20 6 4 . 5  2 0 . 25 
16 1 0 . 5  2 0  6 4 . 5  2 0 . 25 
16 10 . 5  17 10 . 5  0 0 
15 l/3 .  5 15 16. 5  3 9 
15 13 . 5  15 16 . 5  3 9 
14 16 20 6 10 100 
14 16 19 8 8 64 
14 16 17 10. 5  5 . 5  J0 . 2 5  
12 18 13  19 11 1 
10 19 12 20 1 1 
7- - 20 16 13. 5  6. 5 42. 25 
787 . 50 
r = . 41 t = 2 . 3 
CORRELATION FOR EVALUATION 
JUDGES 1 AND 2 
· Judge 1 R Judge 2 R D D2 
41 1 25 3 . 5  2 . 5  6.25  
40 2 21 11 9 81 
37 3 18 15 12 144 
36 4 24 5 . 5  1 . 5  2 . 25 
35 5 . 5 22 9 J . 5  12 . 25 
35 5 . 5  21 11 5 . 5  30. 25 
34 7 . 5  27 1 . 5  6 J6 
34 7 . 5  2't .: 5 . 5 2 4 
33 9 14 17 . 5  8 . 5  72 . 25 
... 
28 10 27 1 . 5  8. 5 7 2 . 2 5  
27 11 23 7 . 5  2 , 5  6 , 2 5  
24 12 21 11 .1 l 
22 13 25 3 . 5  9. 5 90 . 25 
1 9  14 23 7 . 5  6 . 5  42 . 2 5  
18 15 11 20 5 25 
17 16 19 13 3 9 
15 17 19 13 . 5  3 . 5  12 . 25 
14 18. 5 16 16 2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
14 18. 5 19 13. 5 5 25 
12 20 14 l? . 5  2 . 5  6 . 2,2 
681 
r = .49 t = 2 . 4  
Judge· 1 
41 
40 
37 
36 
35 
35 
34 
34 
33  
28 
27 
24 
22 
19 
18 
17 
15 
14 
14 
12 
CORRELATION FOR EVALUATION 
JUDGES l AND 3 
R Judge 3 R D 
1 28 3 2 
2 16 17 . 5  15. 5 
3 24 9 6 
4 33  1 3 
5 . 5  18 16 9 . 5  
5 . 5  32 2 J . 5  
7 . 5  26 5 . 5  2 
7 . 5  26 5. 5 2 
9 25 7 . 5  1 . 5 
10 2 3  10 0 
11 20 . 13 2 
11 22 11 1 
1 3  16 17. 5  4 . 5  
14 19 14. 5  . 5  
15 13 20 5 
16 19 14. 5  1 . 5  
17 19 14 2 
18. 5  21 12 6 . 5  
18. 5 27 4 14. 5  
20 2 5  7·. 5 12 . 5  
r = . 48 t = 2 . 3  
D2 
4 
240 . 2 5  
36 
9 
90 . 25 
12. 25 
4 
4 
2 . 2 5  
0 
4 
l · 
20. 25 
. 25 
25 
2 . 25 
4 
42 . 25 
210. 2 5  
1,26 . 2,2 
677 . 50 
Judge 2 
25 
21 
18 
24 
22 
21 
27 
24 
14 
2? 
2 3  
21 
25 
2 3  
11 
1 3  
1 9  
16 
19 
l'+ 
CORRELATION FOR EVALUATION 
JUDGES 2 AND 3 
R Judge 1 R D 
< 
J . 5  28 3 . 5  
11 16 17 . 5  6 . 5 
15 24 9 6 
5 . 5  33 1 4 . 5  
9 18 16 7 
11 32 2 9 
1 . 5  26 5 . 5  4 
5 . 5  26 5 . 5  0 
17 . 5  25 7 . 5  10 
1 . 5  23 1 . 0  . 5  
7 . 5  20 13 S. 5 
11 22 11 0 
3 . 5  16 17 . 5  14 
7 . 5  19 14. 5 7 
20 13 20 0 
19 19 14. 5  4 . 5  
13 . 5 14 19 5 . 5  
16 21 12 4 
13 . 5 27 4 9 . 5  
17 . 5  25 7 . 5  ' . o 
r = . 34 t = 1 . 5  
02 
. 2 5  
42 . 5  
36 
20. 25 
49 
81 
16 
0 
100 
. 2 5  
30 . 25 
0 
196 
49 
0 
2 0 . 25 
J0,,;25 
16 
90 . 25 
100 
877 
CORRELATION FOR ACTIVITY . 
ANALYSIS OF DRAWING AND SEI.F CONCEPT 
Drawing Self 
. D2 Score R Score R D 
21 2 23 2 0 0 
21 2 19 6 4 16 
21 2 16 14 12 144 
20 4 23  2 2 4 
19 6 14 19 13  169 
19 6 16 14 8 64 
19 6 21 4 2 4 
18 8 . 5  16 14 5 . 5  30 . 2 5  
18 8 . 5  6 19 2 . 5  6 . 2 5  
17 12 . 5  16 14 1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
17 12 . 5  23 2 10 . 5  110 . 2 5  
17 12. 5 19 14 6 . 5  42 . 50 
17 12 . 5  18 8 . 5  4 16 
17 12 . 5  16 14 1 . 5  2 . 2 5  
17 12 . 5  19 6 6 . 5  42 . 5  
16 17 14 16 3 9 
16 17 8 . 5  18 8 
•
. 5 7 2 . 25 
16 17 14 16 3 9 
14 19 17 10 9 81 
12 20 14 1.9 · 1 1 
.825. 50 
r 
= 
. 38 t = 1 . 7  
Judge 1 
22 
26 
21 
19 
19 
18 
18 
17 
17 
16 
16 
16 
. 16 
16 
15 
14 
14 
12 
11 
11 
CORREI,ATION FOR .A.CTIVJ'l'Y 
JtJDGES l A.ND 2 
R JudE"e 2 R D 
1 17 11 10 
2 17 11 9 
3 16 14. 5  ll . 5  
4 . 5  22 l 3. 5 
4 . 5  1'5 17 . l� . ;>• . � · 
6 . 5  18 7 . 5  1 
6 . 5  15 17 10 , 5  
8 . 5  . 8  7 . 5  1 
8 . 5  19 4 . 5  4 
12 17 11 1 
12 13 19 7 
12 19 � . 5  7 . 5  
12 19 4 . 5  7 . 5  
12 19 4 . 5  7 . 5  
15 17 11 4 
16. 5  12 20 3. 5 
16. ') 20 2 14. 5 
18 15 17 l 
19. 5  17 11 8 . 5  
19.5  16 14. 5  5 
r 
= 
.20  t 
= . 86 
D2 
100 
81 
132 . 25 
12 . 25 
156.  2 5 
1 
ll0 . 2 5  
1 
16 
1 
49 
56 . 25 
56 . 2 5  
56 . 25 
16 
12 . 25 
210 . 2 5  
1 
7 2 . 2 5  
2 c; 
1064 . 5  
Judge l 
27 
26 
21 
1 9  
1 9  
1 8  
18 
l? 
17 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
15 
14 
14 
12 
11 
11 
CORRELATION FOR ACTIVITY 
JUDGES l AND 3 
R JuqfilL 3 R D 
1 24 
2 20 
31 1 9  
4 . 5  20 
4 . 5  16 
6 , 5  17 
6 , 5  19 
8 , 5  13 
8 , 5  15 
12 16 
12 15 
12 12 
12 14 
12 13 
15 19 
16 , 5  16 
16, 5  14 
18 19 
19. 5 15 
19. 5  13 
l 0 
2. 5 • 5 
5. 5 2 . 5  
2 . 5  2 
10 5 , 5  
8 2 , 5 
5 , 5  l 
18 9 , 5  
11 4 , 5  
10 2 
13 1 
20 8 
15 . 5  ) ,  5 
18 6 
5 . 5  9. 5 
10 4 
15 . 5  1 , 5  
5. 5 6, 5 
13  2 
18 9 
r 
= , 61 t = 3 . 5  
-
D2 
0 
. 2 5  
6 . 2 5  
4 
30. 2 5  
6 , 2 5  
1 
90 . 25 
20.25  
4 
l 
64 
12 , 2 5  
36 
90. 2 5  
16 
2 , 2 5  
42 . 2 5  
4 
81 
511. 50 
Judge 2 
17 
17 
16 
22 
15 
18 
15 
18 
19 
17 
. 13  
19 
19 
19 
17 
12 
20 
15 
17· 
16 
R Judge 
11 24 
11 20 
14. 5 19 
1 20 
16. 5 16 
7 . 5  17 
17 19 
7 . 5  1 3  
4 . 5  15 
11 16 
19 15 
4 . 5  12 
4 . 5  14 
4 . 5  13 
11 19 
20 16 
2 14 
17 19 
11 15 
14. 5  13 
CORRELATION FOR ACTIVITY 
JUDGES 2 AND 3 
� R D 
l 9 
2 . 5  8 . 5  
5 . 5  9 
2 . 5  1 . 5  
10 6 . 5  
8 . 5  
5 . 5  11 . 5  
18 10 . 5  
13  a 
• .5 . 
10 i·· 
13 6 
20 15. 5 
15. 5 11. 5  
18 13 . 5  
5 . 5  5 . 5  
10 10 
15. 5 13 . 5  
5. 5 11 . 5  
13  2 
18 3 . 5 
r = - . 11 t = . 47 
D2 
81 
72 . 2 5  
81 
2 . 2 5 
42 . 25 
. 2 5  
132 . 2 5  
110 . 25 
72. 25 
l 
36 
240 . 2 5  
132 . 2 5  
182 . 2 5  
30 . 25 
100 
182 . 2 5 
132 . 2 5  
4 
12 . 2,2 
1646 . 50 
Attractive 
Complete 
Important 
-
"Healthy 
. High 
Sociable 
Large 
Hard 
Strong 
Deep 
Masculine 
Active 
Hot 
Tense 
Aggressive 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
iv 
Repelling 
Incompleta 
Unimportant 
Sick 
Low 
Unsociable 
Small 
Soft 
Weak 
Shallow 
Feminine 
Passive 
Cold 
Relaxed 
Defensive 
